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Art Unit: 2834 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
fornn the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

Claims 1-4 and 143 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by 
Endo (129), Culp (621), Assard (120), Eusemann (002) or Funakubo (137). 

Endo (129) figs. 1 and 3 show second surface (#4, #28), first surface (#2, #22), 
contact pad (#6, #30), a respective, symmetrical motion is induced in the first surface 
parallel to the interface. Culp (121) (figs. 8 and 12) and Funakuhu (137) (Figs. 27, 31 
and 32) show similar structures. In Assard (120) note the second surface is not 
illustrated first surface is #52 and the pad is #59 (figs. 4 & 5). In Eusemann (002) figs. 
1,1a show second surface #4, first surface #1 and pad #2. 

Regarding claim 143 it is noted that the references do not show nodes and the 
contact pad must be at an anti-node to garner any movement. 

Claim 144 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

This claim is inaccurate or based on an inadequate disclosure. The claim stators 
that "no motion perpendicular to the second surface is imparted to the second surface". 
However, as noted in applicants own remarks (see latest amendment, pg. 4, second 
paragraph). Due to poisons effect there will be vertical motion caused by the 
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longitudinal effect of the piezo member (see also applicant's figs. 2A, 2B). Thus the 
claimed structure is either inaccurate or based on an inadequate disclosure. 

Claims 144 (as understood) is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being 
anticipated by Gulp (621), Assard (120) or Eusemann (002). 

These references appear to impart either zero or minimal vertical movement. 

Claim 143 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by Funakubo 

(375), Takagi (268) or Takano (128). 

Assuming arguendo, that the anti-nodal limitation not explicitly shown by the 
above rejection of claim 143 renders those rejections defective the following is noted. 
Funakubo (375), fig. 2 shows a first surface (#11, #12) a second surface (#25) coupled 
only at anti-nodes by pads at ends #14. Takagi (268), fig. 3 does not illustrate the 
second surface but first surface #1 is coupled to it via pads (#3a-d) located at anti- 
nodes. Takano (328) figs. 6 and 7d show similar structure. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 14, 15 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Culp (621), Endo (129) or Assard (120) in view of Kamigaito. 

As noted Assard teach the friction reduction steps; but they do not 

explicitly show the further steps of providing an ion-implanted surface. However, 

Kamigaito teaches bearing efficiency (reduction in frictional coefficient) and wear 
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reduced by introducing such a layer. Thus for at least these known benefits it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide this structure (step to 
either Assard, Endo, or Gulp. 
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